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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 33-34 and 40-45 have been withdrawn from further consideration 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention groups II and III , 
there being no allowable generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse 

in the reply filed on 8/10/2009. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: there are 
several references in the original application to particular claims and or the invention 
according to particular claims. However, all of the claims being referred to have been 
cancelled at this point. Therefore, it is suggested that the applicant remove all 
reference to any claim numbers in the specification, including the currently pending 
claims due to the fact that it is possible for any of the pending claims to also be 
cancelled or amended to include different limitations than currently pending. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Double Patenting 

3. Applicant is advised that should claim 31 be found allowable, claims 39 and 46 
will be objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When 
two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
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one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). 



Claim Objections 

4. Claims 31 , 39 and 46 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) 
in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Each of the 
claims only discloses an intended use for the apparatus, specifically how a workpiece to 
be cleaned may pass through the apparatus and attempts to define the orientation of 
the gas, which is not part of the apparatus, relative to an intended direction of 
movement for the workpiece. Thus, the claims do not actually provide any structure to 
the preceding claims. 

5. Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: the claim indicates 
that the receiving member of the discharge device is provided in opposition to said 
opening portion. However, as best understood by the Examiner and clearly shown in 
applicant's Fig. 3, the receiving member is actually adjacent to the opening portion and 
the claim will be treated as such for the sake of the current Office Action. It is 
suggested that the applicant amend the claim to more accurately read on the disclosed 
invention. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 25 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Both claims disclose the board with an edge portion 
as part of the cleaning device. However, as best understood by the Examiner, the 
board is the work piece to be cleaned by the device, not part of the cleaning device. 
Therefore, for the sake of the current Office Action, the Examiner will consider the 
reference to the board having an edge portion in the apparatus claims as an intended 
workpiece and it is suggested that the applicant amend the first two lines of claim 25 to 
"A cleaning device for cleaning a board having an edge portion, the cleaning device 
comprising:" and make a similar amendment to clarify claim 35. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 25, 26, 28, 29, 31 , 32, 39 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as 
being anticipated by Kiefer (3,986,223). 
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1 0. Kiefer clearly provides all of the structure set forth in claims 25, 26, 28, 29 and 
32, wherein the cleaning device of Kiefer would be inherently capable of cleaning a 
board having an edge. With reference to claims 31 , 39 and 46, the apparatus of Kiefer 
would further be inherently capable of allowing the edge of the board to enter the 
device, such that the edge of the board is cleaned by the brush (either 22 or 30 being 
considered to be the brush) and it would further be inherently capable for the direction 
of ingress pf the board to be in a direction that is reverse to the direction of the ionized 
gas from the ion injectors. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kiefer 
(3,986,223) as applied to claim 25 and in view of Ernst et al. (6, 543, 078). 

1 3. Kiefer discloses the apparatus, as discussed supra, but fails to disclose that the 
apparatus may comprise a nozzle member to emit compressed air toward a discharge 
device. Ernst discloses a similar cleaning apparatus having an ion injecting device and 
a discharge device for removing ionized gas and dust from a member to be cleaned and 
Ernst further discloses that it is desirable to provide an air knife (known in the art to be a 
wide nozzle for directing compressed air) directed toward the member to be cleaned 
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and along the direction of airflow directed to the discharge device (air knives 28 and 38 
in Fig. 10 are clearly shown as being directed toward alternate discharge devices 42 
and 40, respectively) to clean ionized air and remove dust from any crevices or 
openings in the member to be cleaned, thus making the cleaning device more effective 
and efficient. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide the apparatus of Kiefer with a similar air 
knife, directed towards the discharge device, as taught by Ernst, to improve cleaning of 
a member and to allow the apparatus of Kiefer to clean materials and/or objects that 
may have crevices or openings that may not be contacted by the brushes thereof. 

14. Claims 30 and 35-37 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kiefer (3,986,223) as applied to claim 25 and in view of Sroka (3,915,737). 

1 5. In reference to claims 30 and 35, Kiefer discloses the apparatus, as discussed 
supra, and teaches that the apparatus is provided with electrostatic cleaning 
capabilities, but fails to specifically disclose what material the brushes (30 or 22) are 
made from. Sroka discloses a similar cleaning apparatus for cleaning surfaces and 
comprises at least one brush in contact with the surface being cleaned and also has 
electrostatic cleaning capabilities, similar to Kiefer, and teaches that the brush 
preferably comprises non-conductive and conductive bristles, wherein the conductive 
bristles will be grounded to remove unwanted charges on the surface being cleaned. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide at least one, or all of the brushes of Kiefer with 
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electrically conductive bristles, as taught by Sroka, to remove unwanted charges on the 
surface being cleaned. 

16. In reference to claims 36 and 37, Kiefer further discloses a brush positioning 
device (42) and that the brush includes hair (bristles on 30 or 28 of brush 22). 

17. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kiefer 
(3,986,223) in view of Sroka (3,91 5,737) as applied to claim 35 and further in view of 
Ernst etal. (6, 543, 078). 

18. The combination of Kiefer and Sroka provides the apparatus, as discussed 
supra, but fails to disclose that the apparatus may comprise a nozzle member with an 
oblong orifice to emit compressed air toward a member to be cleaned. Ernst discloses 
a similar cleaning apparatus having an ion injecting device and a discharge device for 
removing ionized gas and dust from a member to be cleaned and Ernst further 
discloses that it is desirable to provide an air knife (known in the art to be a nozzle with 
an oblong orifice for directing compressed air) directed toward the member to be 
cleaned to clean ionized air and remove dust from any crevices or openings in the 
member to be cleaned, thus making the cleaning device more effective and efficient. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the apparatus of Kiefer with a similar air knife having an 
oblong orifice, directed towards the member to be cleaned, as taught by Ernst, to 
improve cleaning of a member and to allow the apparatus of Kiefer to clean materials 
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and/or objects that may have crevices or openings that may not be contacted by the 
brushes thereof. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRYAN R. MULLER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4489. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Monica S. Carter can be reached on (571) 272-4475. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Bryan R Muller/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3727 

11/4/2009 



